Introduction: Reconciling biomedical science and homeopathy might usefully begin by examining their various observational stances. This depends significantly on preconceptions about the nature of reality (e.g., whether it exists externally, independent of observers, or whether it is to some extent correlated nondeterministically with observation). Methods: Based on known observables, a rudimentary fractal model of the universe is proposed consisting of a series of self-similar integrated levels of reality, or ''wholes'' contained one within another like a set of Russian dolls. This model suggests possible contextualization of homeopathy and biomedicine's observational stances.
Introduction

H
omeopathy is currently accused, 1,2 of being ''improbable,'' ''unscientific,'' even ''deadly.'' The possible reasons for these attacks have been considered elsewhere: 3, 4 the purpose of this article is to explore a different approach in which the competing viewpoints of homeopathy and conventional biomedicine might be reconciled. This will require an excursion through philosophy in order to contextualize the case against homeopathy. Then a rudimentary fractal model of the universe will be presented that might permit a different contextualization of homeopathy=complementary and alternative medicines (CAMs) in relation to conventional biomedicine.
Solving a Riddle: A Philosophical Excursion
''If a tree falls in a forest and no one is there to hear, does it make a sound?'' 5 In questioning the nature of reality encapsulated in this koan, one immediately encounters two main streams of philosophical thought dating back to antiquity. 6 Thus, a positive answer is rooted in materialistic philosophies (e.g., that the world and its phenomena are external, real, observable through our senses, and exist independent of our knowledge of them). A negative answer, on the other hand, is idealistic (e.g., the senses are untrustworthy; and the material world and its phenomena cannot exist independent of their observation): Reality, as the 5th-century bc pre-Socratic Sophist philosopher Protagoras suggested, 7 is essentially solipsistic. 8 Much of what we recognize today as science has substantial roots in materialism; going back through positivism (that the only authentic knowledge is that gained from actual sense experience derived from verification of theories via strict application of the scientific method) to the Enlightenment's empiricism (that all knowledge is based on our experience of the world, e.g., Locke, Berkeley, and Hume) 9 and rationalism (that the world can only be properly understood through reason, e.g., Descartes, Spinoza, Leibniz, and Kant). 10 In an age of scientific positivism, idealistic philosophies generally do not fare well, due in part to positivism's strict insistence on avoiding metaphysical speculations; a view reinforced by analytical preoccupations with problems of language (e.g., Wittgenstein). 11 But by the middle of the 20th century, external challenges to science's positivist hegemony and its claims to be able to discover fixed truths had come from advances in the philosophy of science 12 (e.g., Popper's falsification method), 13 deconstructionist postmodern relativism, [14] [15] [16] [17] and Kuhn's and others' work on paradigms. [18] [19] [20] From inside science, quantum theory (QT: arguably, the most successful scientific theory ever invented) 21 manages to raise serious ontological and epistemological problems for purely materialistic interpretations of reality, even though many adopt a positivist approach to QT.
Thus, prior to QT, it was one of science's key assumptions that everything physical is measurable or observable. Yet ''without forsaking the requirement of empirical evidence for knowledge of physical characteristics, it is possible for quantum properties (e.g., a particle's wave function) to be physical but not directly observable or measurable'' [emphasis added]. 22 Indeed, ''a wave function contains within it all that can possibly be known about a system by observation, not its ontological reality, separate from the observer.'' 22 [emphasis added]. Though the reasons for this are mathematical (i.e., to adequately describe quantum properties such as wave functions, one needs to envisage higher dimensional spaces than those that are imagined available for our usually conceived= perceived physical reality), one could easily mistake the above statements as metaphysics rather than physics.
When it comes to dealing with the theoretical and practical consequences of entanglement, (e.g., quantum teleportation), 23 however, modern interpretations of QT could have even more profound effects on a purely materialistic interpretation of reality. Thus, to quote physicist Anton Zeilinger, ''It [i.e., quantum teleportation] shows that information, or knowledge, in some instances can have a more fundamental meaning than an objective reality.'' 24 To be more specific, what can be said, (i.e., information), defines to some extent what can be reality. This is because what changes during a measurement is the quantum state. If, as is often the case, the quantum state is taken too realistically, all sorts of conundrums and puzzles emerge, the most famous one being the Schrö dinger's cat paradox. 25 Yet, if the quantum state is taken to be just the representation of knowledge, then all paradoxes disappear. To quote Zeilinger again, ''On a much deeper level we may say that reality itself is beyond our reach. We can only concern ourselves with what can be said about reality. '' 24 This implies that quantum effects such as entanglement are essentially epistemological rather than ontological in origin, echoing Kantian, 26 even postmodern concerns about the impossibility of ascertaining what reality ''really is.'' In effect, the latest developments in quantum information technology are re-opening profound questions about the nature of reality that scientific positivism had temporarily silenced. How, if at all, do the above arguments impact on the current debate surrounding the efficacy, even the possibility of homeopathy?
Homeopathy and Evidence-Based Medicine (EBM)
Since the late 18th century, homeopathy has had its critics. Recent attacks on homeopathy in the UK have become more strident, [27] [28] [29] fueled by a largely hostile media, a globalized pharmaceutical industry itself in crisis, and legislation from the European Union. 30 These attacks claim (1) that there is no evidence-clinical or otherwise-homeopathy ''works''; (2) that it is ''deadly,'' and its practitioners are profit-motivated ''quacks,'' cynically purveying a placebo effect; and (3) that any belief in, or attempts to explain homeopathy are ''unscientific'' as apparently it breaks all known physical and chemical laws.
While detailed refutation of these claims has been provided elsewhere, 4 it is interesting to note that the rising crescendo against homeopathy seems to coincide with the increasing influence of EBM in health care systems since about 1992. 31 EBM now concentrates on the ''gold-standard'' testing protocol, the double-blind randomized-controlled trial (DBRCT), and meta-analyses as the only acceptable scientific evidence for any therapy or procedure. As such, they are supposed to enable purely objective clinical decisions to be taken. Other forms of evidence and clinical decision-making are downgraded or ignored.
However, EBM originally was ''an approach to health care that promotes the collection, interpretation, and integration of . . . . patient-reported, clinician-observed, and researchderived evidence. The best available evidence, moderated by patient circumstances and preferences, is applied to improve the quality of clinical judgments.'' 32 The DBRCT was originally meant to be part of an evidence ''package'' derived from multiple sources.
David Sackett, one of EBM's founders, emphasizes this point: ''Evidence-based medicine is not restricted to randomised trials and meta-analyses. It involves tracking down the best external evidence with which to answer our clinical questions. … If no randomised trial has been carried out for our patient's predicament, we follow the trail to the next best external evidence and work from there.'' 33 It implies that EBM has been abused, overemphasizing medicine's science to the exclusion of its art, 34, 35 leaving procedures and therapies (e.g., homeopathy) that do not readily lend themselves to the DBRCT (itself, implicitly flawed) [36] [37] [38] [39] out in the cold. Such an interpretation of EBM elicits trenchant responses, even from within conventional medicine, [40] [41] [42] for its intolerance of therapeutic pluralism. 43 This change in EBM's emphasis equates with rapid increases in our biochemical understanding of life, health, and disease, combined with globalization of the pharmaceutical industry's commercial and political reach. From this came a desire to place medicine on a similar intellectual footing as other sciences, leading to a resurgence of positivism as a readily accessible (and media-friendly) interpretation of science, and ultimately to Big Pharma's attempts to monopolize the health care market. Even though seriously criticized, [12] [13] [14] [15] [16] [17] [18] [19] [20] 22, 24 (e.g., in the physical sciences), positivism goes relatively unchallenged, especially in public arenas (e.g., the media), and still holds sway in biomedicine.
Apart from downgrading or ignoring other valid forms of evidence, the result has been that the medical research community has saddled itself with a huge and expensive problem for funding agencies and taxpayers: that of subjecting all medical procedures and therapies to the DBRCT, so they can be judged fit for clinical use. Such an ultimately Sisyphean labor does not bode well, for ''Of around 2500 treatments covered, 13% are rated as beneficial, 23% likely to be beneficial, 8% as trade off between benefits and harms, 6% unlikely to be beneficial, 4% likely to be ineffective or harmful, and 46%, the largest proportion, as of unknown effectiveness. … The
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figures above suggest that the research community has a large task ahead and that most decisions about treatments still rest on the individual judgements of clinicians and patients [emphasis added].'' 44 Thus, the charge that homeopathy is ''unscientific'' rings hollow when compared to this clear lack of evidence of the DBRCT's general applicability in biomedicine. [40] [41] [42] [43] Comparing Homeopathy and Biomedicine: Part 1
Clearly, for the benefit of patients, conventional medicine and homeopathy=CAMs need to find common ground. One possibility is to model entelechy, using a quantized gyroscopic metaphor for the Vital Force (Vf ), which exhibits symptoms only when it ''precesses'' in a therapeutic ''state space'' containing yet transcending our three-dimensional ''reality.'' [45] [46] [47] [48] From this, diseases and remedies are imagined as ''torque-like'' vectors that ''brake'' or ''accelerate,'' respectively, the quantized Vf gyroscope's rate of spin. The former causes the Vf to ''precess,'' eliciting symptoms in our reality: The latter corrects this precession, removing the symptoms and restoring health. This illustrates not only the mirror-like relationship between diseases and remedies (agreeing with Hahnemann's description of remedies as similar ''diseases''), 49 but it also suggests that conventional medicine's homeostatic immune system might be an approximation of homeopathy=CAMs' Vf. 50 In addition, the interaction between patient and practitioner may be described as a form of epistemological entanglement. 51 In this article, a fractal model is proposed from which both conventional medical and homeopathy=CAM viewpoints might be derived. First, it is instructive to compare conventional medicine and homeopathy, epistemologically and ontologically.
Somewhere, something incredible is waiting to be known This quote from Dr. Carl Sagan 52 exemplifies the stance adopted by most sciences, that an external reality exists whether we observe it or not. Conventional medicine's increasing reliance solely on a biomolecular understanding of disease concurs with this view. Homeopathy, however, is thought by many to be bound by a completely different ontology.
Consequently, Wichmann 53 agrees with homeopathy's detractors that it is ''un-or anti-scientific,'' because he believes its world-view (based on an invisible life force observable only by the symptoms it produces; the law of Similars; and the potentization of remedial substances beyond the point of dematerialization, so releasing that their ''spiritual essence'') is better understood in terms of an older Hermetic ontology 54 (i.e., alchemical, mystical, even shamanic). Thus, Wichmann thinks homeopathy has no need ''explain'' itself within a materialistic scientific paradigm. Nevertheless, its dependence on precise observations 41 not only predates* 55 that of science, but bestows upon homeopathy a similar epistemology.
In addition, mounting evidence from within the physical [56] [57] [58] [59] [60] [61] [62] [63] [64] [65] and materials sciences, 66, 67 for a Memory of Water (MoW) effect 68, 69 as a possible explanation for the action of ultradiluted remedies, raises questions for both materialistic and Hermetic approaches to homeopathy. Indeed, MoW does not require known scientific laws to be broken, or rewriting of textbooks. If anything, it suggests such a radical re-assessment of water's role in biochemistry, 70 it could profoundly affect the understanding of complex life processes.
Equally, by showing that physical properties need not be directly observable=measurable, QT questions a cornerstone of conventional science. There are also striking similarities between the Hermetic world-view and the recently discovered field of fractal geometry when applied to metastable (e.g., living) systems that are close to chaos. 71 The Hermetic world-view and fractal geometry A basic principle of the Hermetic world-view is that the universe consists of a series of analogous structured wholes contained one within another, 53, 54 and governed by a small set of laws. 72, 73 These wholes are considered to be various levels or planes of ''spiritualized'' existence-the physical being just one: others represent mind, psyche, spirit, etc. The ancient Hermetic saying, ''As above; so below'' encapsulates this metaphysics, invoking ''top-down'' similarity= interconnectivity between these different wholes.
Science takes a different view. There is only one plane of existence-the physical-and, only those observations of it available to the senses are taken as meaningful and real. Metaphysical concepts (e.g., consciousness), are largely denied as they are not directly available to the ordinary senses. Though humankind's senses have extended into electromagnetic regions of the energy spectrum hitherto unavailable, these are considered part of an essentially inert material universe, in which all phenomena (including consciousness) can or will eventually be explained (what Karl Popper called ''promissory materialism'') 74 in terms of the ''bottom-up'' action of four fundamental physical forces derived from a single symmetrybreaking event soon after the universe was created.
However, as mentioned previously, QT challenges objective certainty, by suggesting that all there is, is information (i.e., what can be known). 24 And for something to be known, there has to be a knower: We are back with the ''problem'' of consciousness. In addition, the understanding of chaos in many diverse systems has been one of the most fruitful areas of scientific research in the last 40 years, 75 due mainly to the exponential growth of computing power. Even in a simple deterministic system such as a pendulum swinging between two magnets, chaos rapidly develops as a result of the system's exquisite sensitivity in certain states, when subject to more than one force. Thus, experimental reproducibility is virtually impossible to achieve because of insurmountable problems in determining a system's exact initial conditions. An appreciation of chaos, therefore, brings science closer to understanding living systems, as opposed to extrapolating from idealized models. Also, there is the beauty of chaos' graphical representation, based on fractal geometry.
A fractal may be described as a type of geometrical object that continues to exhibit complex, detailed, and sometimes self-similar structure over a large range of scales:
76 striking images of the Mandelbrot Set bear witness to this. Thus, no matter how much a fractal is magnified, its structure remains complex. One observes such behavior in the real world; from the irregularity of a coastline, regardless of the distance from *Hahnemann was anticipated here by the English physician and Empirical philosopher John Locke. In addition, Francis Bacon is generally accepted as proposing the need for empirical methods in science.
which it is viewed, to the abundance of self-similar patterns observed in nature (e.g., animal shells and leaf structures). Fractals are also used to describe the structure of the universe.
A Rudimentary Fractal Model of the Universe
Benoit Mandelbrot announced in 1977 that the distribution of galaxies in the universe exhibited a fractal pattern, 77, 78 and since then, the idea has gained ground that the universe is fractal on many different levels. [79] [80] [81] [82] [83] In this section, a rudimentary fractal model of the universe is described, based on its known approximate dimensions and constituents. Table 1 illustrates one way the universe could be fractally structured. On the largest scale possible, the observable universe is about 10 28 m across 84, 85 and contains approximately over one hundred billion (10 11 ) galaxies. This could be considered the first level of wholeness. Next, consider one particular galaxy-our Milky Way: it is about 10 21 m across 84, 86 and contains on the order of 10 11 stars. 84, 87 This would be a second level of wholeness, and compared with the whole universe, is smaller by a factor of 10 7 , but contains approximately the same number of stars as there are galaxies in the whole universe.
The third level of wholeness would be one particular star system in the Milky Way (e.g., our Sun and its attendant planets, satellites, asteroids, comets, etc, out as far as the Oort Cloud), representing around 10 11 objects. 87 The Sun's influence extends as far as the limit of the solar wind, a region in space where it is neutralized by the combined solar winds of all the other stars in the galaxy. This represents a distance of about 10 14 m from the Sun. 84, 88 Notice the same difference in scale, 10 7 , between the Solar System and the galaxy as the latter and whole universe, but the number of constituents 10 11 remains roughly the same. Now we consider one planet in this Solar System-our Earth-as the fourth level of wholeness. This has a diameter of 10 7 m 84 and it has been estimated that ''Since the dawn of time, roughly one hundred billion human beings have walked the Earth.'' 89 Again, we see the same decrease in size compared with the previous level of wholeness , 10 7 , while the number of constituents, 10 11 , has remained approximately the same. The same scale reduction and total number of constituents repeats itself further down into the fifth and sixth levels of wholeness. Thus, the average human is 1-2Â10 0 m tall and contains around 10 11 neurons in his=her brain: 84, 90 a cell nucleus is about 10 À7 m across 66 and there are about 10 11 atoms in each molecule of DNA making up the human genome, packed inside this nucleus. 91 This pattern seems to fail at the level of the atomic nucleus which, though following the size reduction of 10 7 , being about 10 À14 m across, at present, 84 has far fewer subatomic constituents. The standard model of the universe considers it comprehensible in terms of four fundamental forces: strong and weak interactions of subatomic particles; complex electromagnetic interactions of electrons, atoms, molecules, and ultimately cells; and finally the gravity-ruled macroscopic motions of planets, stars, and galaxies. The assumptions here are that not only is all ultimately reducible to one unified force (which at the moment defies theoretical and experimental verification), but that reducibility applies to the various sciences. Thus, biology reduces to biochemistry, which reduces to chemistry, and ultimately to physics.
In reality, such reductionism does not apply: Biochemistry emerges from chemistry through the totality of atomic interactions in a way that is not reducible to the particular properties of individual atoms. 92 Though quantum theory is used routinely in chemistry to model molecular structures and so on, this can only be achieved by making strong (nonaxiomatic) approximations to quantum theory. Chemical structure cannot be derived directly from quantum theory's axioms (i.e., chemistry is not reducible to physics).
What Table 1 suggests is that rather like a series of Russian dolls, 93 the universe appears to be fractal, consisting of a sequence of finely structured dependent wholes contained one within another, and reminiscent of the Hermetic prediction, ''As above; so below.'' Thus, even a materialistic scientific approach seems to generate similar predictions about the structure of the universe, as had once a less technologically endowed humanity.
A possible criticism of this fractal scheme, however, might be that it is palpably anthropic, 94 anthropocentric even. For example, why choose the Milky Way? It is an average galaxy, but there are others, whose total star content makes them much larger or smaller. Also, the Sun in the Milky Way is an average yellow dwarf star: There are others bigger and hotter, or smaller and cooler, so what is so special about the Sun? Similar comments could apply to the other ''levels of wholeness'' (i.e., their choice is specially selected to fit the data).
What is too easily forgotten is that all these data were obtained by humans observing ''our'' universe, ''our'' galaxy; ''our'' Sun, and so on, and ultimately using ''our'' brains. Protagoras might well have had a point when he declared, ''Man is the measure of all things.'' 7 Yet since the time of Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle, conceptions of meaning have invariably been considered static, existing outside and independent of human thought, not, as Protagoras argued, fundamentally and dynamically grounded in human nature. As 
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Professor Mark Turner points out, ''Meaning is conceived of … as essentially anchored in states of affairs in an objective reality, with the consequence that the meaning of an utterance must be the reality to which it refers. … A semantic express train shoots straight from the linguistic symbols to an objective reality without passing through the human brain, let alone stopping in the human brain, let alone taking its entire journey there.'' 95 With this, Turner argues for an updated, more mature, and cognitively aware attitude toward Protagoras' proposal for a theory of meaning, which could inform the physical and biosciences.
So, is fractality a feature of how the universe ''really is,'' or has this more to do with our perceptions, and how we observe and measure it? In concluding his book on chaos, 76 Dr. Ian Stewart remarks, ''I suspect that this interplay between phenomena and scales of measurement is really an artefact of the limitations of the human mind, rather than a genuine truth about nature. Our minds just can't grasp something as big as the universe on a level of fine detail. So we dissect it up into large-scale structures, like galactic super-clusters, and dissect these into galaxies, and galaxies into individual stars, and so on. Nature, in contrast, operates on all scales simultaneously'' (i.e., nonlocally: emphasis added).
Could the same be said of the different ways patients are ''observed and measured'' by practitioners of homeopathy and conventional medicine, respectively, and if so, could these differences perhaps be reconciled by taking a fractal approach to the therapeutic process?
Comparing Homeopathy and Biomedicine: Part 2
Homeopathy's viewpoint of humanity (and the diseases that afflict it) is, by its very nature, multileveled, and necessarily inclusive of many other possible (synchronistic as well as causative) factors besides physical pathology. In addition, being based in entelechy, homeopathy (along with many CAMs) attempts to take into account dynamic fluctuations in the activity and dis-ease susceptibility of an individual's Vf which, though physically embodied, is considered not directly observable, its state being ascertained indirectly via the observed multileveled (e.g., mental, emotional, miasmatic, etc.) symptoms it expresses in our reality.
Homeopathy's concept of the Vf bears compelling similarities to those of a quantum entity (e.g., the latter's wave function [in Hilbert ''state-space'']), which though partly physical is not directly observable or measurable. 21, 22, 51, 96, 97 Bearing in mind that a wave function contains within it all that can possibly be known about a system by observation, not its ontological reality, separate from the observer, 22 then the stark consequences of this are that the act of observation in part creates that which is observed 98 (or, in George Berkeley's much earlier words, ''To exist is to be perceived''). 99 This indicates a possible nonlocal coherence between observer and observed, and it is in this respect that homeopathy might be usefully described using the discourse of quantum theory. 21, 39 In addition, homeopathy's approach to disease and the therapeutic process might be said to be fractal (indeed, several authors have commented 100, 101 on the health implications for organisms that result from living systems operating close to chaos 102 ) insofar as it considers a patient's Vf to be multileveled, corresponding to a nonlocally inclusive observational stance that simultaneously encompasses several ''wholes'' of the patient's being (i.e., physical, mental, emotional, miasmatic, etc.).
In contrast, the more classical biomedical approach sees diseases as due to causal, locally acting agents operating in an ontologically separate, materialistic universe, and corresponding to an exclusive observational stance that considers the patient's symptoms to be inherently physical. Biomedicine's viewpoint, being strictly materialistic, is confined essentially to one level: the biomolecular causes of disease, and their effects on and engagement with a highly complex, yet physical immune system. This is not to say that biomedicine is totally unaware of other factors; they are just not seen as part of the overall disease's holistically complex tapestry: in any case, these other factors are still thought to have a physical origin, even if their material links have yet to be discovered. Also, when dealing with an urgent physical emergency (e.g., a broken limb; an exsanguinating artery; or an arrested heart), there is nothing wrong with that, per se. Even Hahnemann recognized this (though homeopathic support in such emergencies, e.g., for shock, can be helpful). It is in relation to chronic disease that the differences between homeopathy and biomedical attitudes become apparent.
Because homeopathy views symptoms as multileveled expressions of a disturbed Vf, it uses remedies (sometimes potentized-diluted and violently agitated-beyond physical existence), that from empirical observations on healthy subjects (called provings), are known to elicit a similar multileveled symptom response from their Vfs (i.e., like cures like). Biomedicine, on the other hand, views symptoms as the physical disease, which means that it attempts to eradicate what it considers to be the perceived agents that cause diseases (e.g., bacteria, viruses, biochemical imbalances, etc.) using material quantities of sometimes toxic substances, regardless of their deleterious effects on the physical immune system.
Conclusions
Homeopathy and biomedicine's two deeply contrasting approaches to disease and the therapeutic process are not necessarily mutually exclusive. Indeed, it is possible to consider the biomedical approach to be a sub-set of homeopathy's. 49 For clearly, in terms of the various dynamic components that could be said to be part of the holistic makeup of a disease, it is possible that at any one time, one of these components, e.g., the physical, could be having a far greater influence. Under these circumstances, adopting the purely materialistic stance of biomedicine would make sense. Equally, at other times, the disease may have a more complex multifaceted picture. In which case, it would make sense to include use of the more holistic approach of homeopathy= CAMs as well.
Consequently, and regardless of how fascinating philosophical arguments about the nature of reality might be, from the purely pragmatic perspective of doing the best we can for our patients, it should be possible to move freely between the homeopathic and biomedical approaches to the treatment of disease as the immediate circumstances and needs of our patients dictate.
The history of science shows that it is regularly forced to change its narrative structure as new discoveries are made, and it is by no means monolithic or infallible. It has no one over-riding discourse, but consists of several discourses, some (e.g., materialistic biomedicine) being perhaps louder in the public domain than others. What this article has tried to demonstrate is that there are other scientific discourses (e.g., quantum theory and fractal geometry) that have a deeper and more general understanding of the world around us, and may exhibit congruencies with homeopathy=CAMs. If so, then these may yet provide theoretical 103, 104 and experimental tools [105] [106] [107] [108] with which to explore these congruencies further. In the meantime, claims that homeopathy is ''unscientific'' or even ''antiscientific'' are palpably meaningless. 12 If homeopathy cannot be satisfactorily explained within the one narrowly materialistic definition of science currently adopted by biomedicine, then the latter should realize its own limitations [40] [41] [42] and take Wittgenstein's advice (i.e., that ''What we cannot speak about, we must pass over in silence.''). 11 Perhaps a deeper understanding of the nature of meaning is required: Professor Mark Turner again, ''A staggering mistake was made two and half millennia ago in trivializing the premise of Protagoras [that humanity is the measure of all things], and we are only beginning to get over it. Of course, we will need to perform some crucial updating of its technical details. Whatever concept … Protagoras had in mind, a modern concept would view the human person as patterns of dynamic [neural] activity in a human brain that has evolved to serve the human body of which it is a part. Culture, society, language, and the rest of human life are patterns in brains. Meaning is patterns in human brains.'' 95 As conceived of by conventional biomedicine and homeopathy, the problem of disease is ultimately about just such brain patterns and as such, is just as meaningful and therefore valid, to both. Consequently, the institutionalized blindness of a recently acquired and narrowly applied materialism, plus its explicit incomprehension of and distaste for homeopathy, are neither necessary nor sufficient conditions to inhibit the public's rightful access to this centuries-old tried and tested therapeutic modality.
